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Introduction
Across the Western world, adolescence is a period in which many adolescents experiment with addictive substances for the first time. In the Netherlands, 57% of boys and 50% of girls have consumed alcohol at age 13 according to a recent survey (Van Laar et al., 2011) . Two important factors predicting underage drinking are a context variable: parental alcohol-specific rule setting (Koning, Van den Eijnden, Regina J, Verdurmen, Engels, & Vollebergh, 2011; Mares, Lichtwarck-Aschoff, Burk, van der Vorst, & Engels, 2012; Van Der Vorst et al., 2005; Van Der Vorst et al., 2006; Van Der Vorst et al., 2007; Yu, 2003) and a person-variable: high-risk personality traits (Krank et al., 2011; Stewart et al., 2005; Woicik et al., 2009) . It has been hypothesized that high risk personality traits may moderate the prediction of alcohol use by parental rules (Van der Vorst et al., 2007) . The present study is the first to examine whether parental rule-setting indeed interacts with risk personality in the longitudinal prediction of emerging patterns of alcohol use.
On the context-side, it has been shown that strict parental rule setting regarding alcohol use is the most effective form of alcohol-specific parenting in the prevention of adolescent alcohol use (Eijnden, Van De Mheen, Vet, & Vermulst, 2011; Van Der Vorst et al., 2005; Van Zundert, Van Der Vorst, Vermulst, & Engels, 2006; Yu, 2003) . Restrictive alcoholspecific rules from parents have been found to prevent early use and escalation of adolescent alcohol use (Barnes, Reifman, Farrell, & Dintcheff, 2000; Eijnden et al., 2011; Koning et al., 2011; Van Der Vorst et al., 2005; Van Der Vorst et al., 2006; Van Zundert et al., 2006) . Alcohol-specific parenting can be communicating norms on alcohol use or setting house rules regarding the use of alcohol (Koning et al., 2011) . Associations between alcohol-specific parenting and adolescent alcohol use have been demonstrated both in older and in younger adolescents (Van Der Vorst et al., 2005) , and there are indications that their influence endures after high school graduation (Wood et al., 2004) .
On the person-side, four major personality traits have been found to strongly predict substance use (Woicik et al., 2009 ): impulsivity, sensation seeking, anxiety sensitivity and hopelessness. Impulsivity is defined as the propensity for rash action, specifically the inability to inhibit behavior in the face of reward or punishment. Sensation seeking is defined as the desire for intense and novel experiences. Anxiety sensitivity is defined as a fear of, and desire to relieve, anxiety symptoms. Hopelessness is defined as showing propensity for depression, a negative outlook on life and low regard of self (Conrod et al., 2008) . Woicik and colleagues (Woicik et al., 2009 ) designed the Substance Use Risk Profile (SURPS) questionnaire by evaluating the psychometric properties of questions measuring these scales, leading to the selection of these specific risk-implicated traits. Although a large volume of literature linked these personality traits to substance use (Castellanos-Ryan et al., 2013; Woicik et al., 2009 ), evidence of their relation to the development of alcohol use has been mixed. While Krank and colleagues (Krank et al., 2011) confirmed the predictive validity of impulsivity and sensation seeking in adolescents, a Dutch study by Malmberg and colleagues (Malmberg et al., 2010) found that only sensation seeking, but not impulsivity, predicted the early onset of alcohol use in a Dutch sample of adolescents, while high anxiety sensitivity predicted delayed onset.
While there is ample evidence for the separate impact of alcohol-specific rules and risk-associated personality factors in adolescent samples, researchers have commented on the lack of studies investigating the role of person-environment interactions in this domain (Rutter et al., 1997; Zucker, 2008) . A few such interactions have been found in previous studies. For example, in one recent study, youth with a "risk gene" increased alcohol use only when parents were not strict (Pieters et al., 2012) . In another study, the interaction between personality traits and parental rules was examined in the prediction of alcohol use (Van Der Vorst et al., 2007) , using the Big Five (Dubas et al., 2002) . This study found that for adolescents low on agreeableness, permissive parental rules predicted higher levels of alcohol use. However, this prediction was limited to currently active drinkers, and to weekly alcohol use as a single outcome variable.
Most studies to date have focused on predicting a specific aspect of alcohol use, while the development of alcohol use can occur in distinct patterns (Van Der Vorst et al., 2009 ). For example, while some adolescents remain abstinent, others engage in heavy episodic drinking, while yet others drink regular yet limited quantities. Therefore, we use a longitudinal design with multiple alcohol use indicators to establish developmental trajectories. The advantage of using multi-dimensional alcohol trajectories is that it allows us to investigate whether interactions between parental alcohol-specific rules and risk personality are specific to the amount of alcohol use among active drinkers, or if it also predicts the onset of regular drinking behavior. Individual trajectory membership is predicted by parental alcohol-specific rules, riskassociated personality factors and their interactions. Based on earlier research, we hypothesize: 1) lower odds of drinking, especially heavy drinking, in adolescents with strict alcohol-specific parenting; 2) higher odds of drinking, especially heavier drinking in adolescents with high scores on high-risk personality profiles, especially sensation seeking (cf. Conrod et al, 2008; Malmberg et al., 2012) , and 3), an interaction effect indicating that parental rules moderate the effect of high-risk personality profiles, such that high scores on risk profiles are more predictive of alcohol use among those who report permissive parental rules at home (as in Pieters and colleagues (2012) , with risk-associated cognitive processes).
Method

Participants
Participants were recruited with flyers distributed at the Dutch 2009 edition of the international Health Behaviors in School-aged Children-survey (Van Dorsselaer et al., 2013) .
Interested pupils could leave their e-mail addresses and phone numbers. A total of 5734 flyers were added to the surveys. We invited 2200 pupils to participate in the current study. E-mails inviting pupils indicated that the current study was an additional, high-intensity project that required continued participation to complete, and was not related to the original survey.
Parents of 37 children did not consent to their children's participation.
3.2.1.1 Analytical sample. Of the 397 recruited adolescents, 134 (35%) were boys and 245 (65%) were girls. Average age at inclusion was 14.9 years (SD = 1.29, range: 12-18). In order to achieve a more homogeneous sample in terms of age, we limited the analyses for this paper to those between the ages of 13 and 16 (excluding 12-, 17-and 18-year-olds: 48 out of 397 participants). Additionally, many participants completed assessments at the first time point, but not at the following time points (see Table 3 .1). Therefore, we limited our final sample to participants between the ages of 13 and 16 who had provided alcohol-related data during at least two time points, excluding 113 out of 397 participants. The final analytical sample consisted of 252 participants, of whom 81 (32%) were male and 171 (68%) were female.
Average age at baseline for the final sample was 14.6 years (SD = 1.04). Descriptive statistics of alcohol-related variables for the analytical sample are listed in Table 3 .1.
Drop-out.
We examined the associations of study-relevant measures to dropout at time points 2, 3 and 4 in the final sample by testing the relation of these measures to dichotomous variables indicating absence or presence of alcohol-related data at each time point. The only significant relations to missingness are for heavy episodic drinking at time point 1 and 2, and weekly drinking at time point 1. These relations are to missing data at time point 4. The default estimator for mixture models, used in our analyses, is maximum likelihood with robust standard errors (Muthén and Muthén, 2010) , which is an appropriate method for dealing with missing data (Muthén et al., 2003) . This column indicates the mean and standard deviation for the weekly alcohol units and monthly heavy drinking episodes where these values were higher than zero. Before measurements began, participants were reminded that they were free to terminate their participation at any point in the study. Earlier studies have shown that online self-assessment tends to be reliable and in many cases preferred by participants (Kypri, Gallagher, & CashellSmith, 2004; E. T. Miller et al., 2002) . To further encourage honest responding, participants were assured that their data would be inaccessible to their parents and school authorities. All assessments were conducted online and the participants could complete the questionnaires on a computer at home, school, or any other location. Participations were rewarded with 5 EUR at each assessment. Additionally, participants who completed all measurements were eligible for prizes in a supervised lottery. 
Measures
"Definitely applicable to my situation". Lower scores reflect an overall higher strictness of parental alcohol-specific rules. Cronbach's α for this scale is .94 in the current sample, which is slightly above previous reports (Van Der Vorst et al., 2007) . Analysis revealed that 56% of parents indicated absolute strictness in their alcohol policy. Therefore, the sum score on this questionnaire was dichotomized so that a score of zero indicated absolute strictness and a score of 1 indicated flexibility in alcohol rules.
Analysis strategy
Our goal was to estimate alcohol trajectories, by applying mixture model analysis and Table 3 .2.
We used multinomial logistic regression analysis to predict membership of alcohol trajectories. This analysis identifies unique relations of predictors to multiple classes relative to a contrast group. We tested two models for the multinomial logistic regression. In the first model, the main effects of the alcohol-specific rules and risk personality factors were included.
In the second model, interaction terms for each factor with the alcohol-specific rules were 
Results
Latent Class and Transition Analyses
The optimal number of classes is reflected by the lowest score for the model fit indices (Nylund et al., 2007) . The three-class-model had the lowest value for BIC, Akaike's Information Criterion and adjusted BIC for both genders and at each time point. Table 3.2 contains the estimated means and proportions for the 3-class solution, as well as the final amount of participants most likely allocated to that class in the LTA.
Alcohol Trajectories
Alcohol use indicators were observed at four time points, and three classes existed at each time point in the LTA. Thus, there were 3 4 , or 81 possible class-by-time combinations in the individual patterns, of which 23 were present in the current sample. Three out of 252 participants were not classified according to the above rules due to implausible trajectory changes, and were discarded (see supplementary materials at http://alcalc.oxfordjournals.org/content/49/5/579.long#sec-17 for details). Means and standard deviations for risk personality and alcohol-specific rules indications for these trajectories are listed in Table 3 .3. 
Multinomial Logistic Regression
Results from the regression analyses for alcohol trajectories are displayed in Table 3.4 where, odds ratios (OR) indicate an increased likelihood of membership to each specific trajectory given a one point increase in the predictor, relative to the contrast category (Non-
Drinkers).
In model 1, higher scores on baseline Sensation Seeking predicted membership of the Onsetters (OR = 1.49, 95% CI 1.04-2.13) and membership of the Heavy Drinkers (OR = 1.61, 95% CI 1.07-2.42) trajectories. Higher scores on Hopelessness predicted membership of the Onsetters trajectory (OR = 1.67, 95% CI 1.12-2.51). As expected, alcohol-specific rules were a significant negative predictor of Onsetters (OR = .53, 95% CI .36-.78) and Heavy Drinkers (OR = .32, 95% CI .21-.49) trajectory membership. In model 2, there were no significant relations between the added interaction terms and trajectory membership, indicating that the data failed to support the hypothesized interaction between risk personality and parental rules. Chi-square tests of significance indicate that these interactions did not significantly add to the prediction of alcohol trajectory compared to model 1 (X 2 Rules*Impulsivity = 3.92, P = 0.418, X 2 Rules*Sensation Seeking = .103, P = 0.999, X 2 Rules*Anxiety Sensitivity = 1.01, P = 0.908, X 2 Rules*Hopelessness = 1.43, P = 0.839).
Discussion
This study is the first to investigate the interplay between alcohol-specific rules and risk-associated personality in the prediction of adolescent alcohol use trajectories in adolescence. The results revealed that membership of the Onsetters trajectory was significantly more likely for participants scoring high on sensation seeking and hopelessness. Furthermore, membership of the Heavy Drinkers trajectory was more likely for participants scoring high on sensation Seeking. Strict alcohol-specific rules distinguished current non-drinkers from Onsetters and Heavy Drinkers trajectories. Too few participants were in the Stable Low Drinkers trajectory for reliable results. While our hypothesized main effects were confirmed, the expected interaction between risk-personality and alcohol-specific rule setting in the prediction of drinking trajectories was not found. The impact of alcohol-specific parenting on alcohol use was confirmed, in line with recent studies in the Netherlands (Van Der Vorst et al., 2006) and elsewhere (Barnes et al., 2000) . Interestingly, the results of the present study show that overall, compared to a similar aged sample in an earlier Dutch study (Van Der Vorst et al., 2006) , alcohol specific rules were much stricter in the current sample. It is possible that this change is a consequence of national policy changes based on earlier findings of the effect of strict alcohol-specific rules since this study in 2006. Government policy in the Netherlands is to encourage parents to apply strict alcohol-specific rules, which is also reflected in a higher minimum alcohol age, since 2014 (18 instead of 16 years). The present study shows that even though alcohol-specific parenting has become stricter, it still predicts later trajectories of alcohol use.
The findings regarding the risk personality factors measured by the SURPS, from the current study are in line with previous results in Dutch samples (Malmberg et al., 2010; Malmberg et al., 2012) . Internationally, results regarding risk personality factors are not in line with findings on the prediction of onset by impulsivity (Castellanos-Ryan et al., 2013; Krank et al., 2011) . Since the lack of predictive power of the impulsivity scale matched findings from Malmberg and colleagues (Malmberg et al., 2010; Malmberg et al., 2012) , it is possible that this lack of predictive power is a cultural phenomenon. Specifically, we believe the standing of alcohol use in Dutch adolescents compared to adolescents from non-Dutch countries is more socially normative (Van Laar et al., 2011) , potentially explaining the lack of relation to individual differences factors. Unfortunately the current study does not allow us to test this assertion. One could also speculate that overlap between impulsivity and sensation seeking, or the relatively low reliability of these scales, may reduce predictive power. However, the scales were constructed to minimize overlap and reliabilities matched those of earlier studies with significant prediction using the impulsivity scale. Corresponding with the minimization of overlap, in the present sample, the correlation between sensation seeking and impulsivity scales was low (r = .131, p = 0.03).
The lack of significant interactions between parental rules and risk-associated personality factors indicate no individual differences in the associations between alcoholspecific rules and alcohol trajectories based on personality. This may indicate that parental rules and personality both have a broad, simple effect on drinking behavior that is present regardless of personality. However, given previous findings of interactions between parental rules and specific genes and cognitive risk-factors (Pieters et al., 2012; Pieters et al., 2012) , there may be specific cognitive reward-related processes that are mediated by parental rules, such as those governing alcohol-related cognitions. Additionally, this is the first personenvironment study with a broad trajectory-based outcome. More specific outcomes such as weekly drinking or heavy episodic drinking may still be significantly predicted by moderation effects. Nevertheless, such outcomes may misrepresent the patterns of alcohol use development at the general population level. Furthermore, we note that in the study sample, most parents demonstrated restrictive alcohol-specific rules. We dichotomized the alcoholspecific rules because we found that many participants indicated absolute strictness with regard to alcohol consumption.
A strength of the present study is that it demonstrates the unique and shared prediction by risk-associated personality traits and parental alcohol-specific rules, and does so Present results expand on previous findings by predicting trajectory membership, an outcome that is sensitive to the complexities of adolescent alcohol use development.
Significant prediction of alcohol trajectory membership by sensation seeking and hopelessness appears to validate use of personality-challenge approaches to delaying onset of alcohol use in adolescents. Such approaches have been used by Conrod and colleagues (2008; 2010) , and can be generalized to different countries and cultural contexts (Stewart et al., 2005) . Results of the present study indicate that, regardless of personality, it is relevant to inform parents to apply strict rules regarding alcohol use, and indeed, teaching this has been proven to be effective (Koning et al., 2011) . The present study demonstrates that strict alcohol-specific rules and individual differences in personality are both important in the longitudinal prediction of the development of adolescent alcohol use. However, risk personality did not moderate the relation between parental rules and alcohol use in the current study. Our understanding of the joint and unique influence of risk personality and rules may be enhanced by future studies examining other age ranges and specific at-risk populations. Possibly, older adolescents or young adults may respond to parental rules differently, or the role of parental rules and risk personality may change as a consequence of prolonged alcohol use throughout adolescence.
